Talmllda de-Eretz Israel: Archaeology and the Rabbis in Late Antique Palestine brings together an international community of historians, literature scholars and archaeologists to explore how the integrated study of rabbinic texts and arc.J1aeology increases our understanding of both types of evidence, and of the complex culture which they together reflect. This volume reflects a growing consensus that rabbinic culture was an "embodied" culture, presenting a series of case studies that demonstrate the value of archaeology for the contextualization of rabbinic literature. It steers away from later twentiethcentury trends, particularly in North America, that stressed disjunction between archaeology and rabbinic literature, and seeks a more holistic approach.
ance, the language of prayer, the language of daily speech, and the language of mourning, among others. Once again, I should have said that early rabbinic literature has much to say about languages, that is, the multiplicity of languages that might be or have been employed in each of the aforementioned domains of speech, whether elevated or mundane. For although Hebrew , the "writings of holiness," 2 as throughout Jewish cultural history to the present. For present purposes, I will not expand upon the multiple ways that early rabbinic literature, especially of the Land of Israel, thematizes the multiplicity of human languages and their relation to Hebrew and Aramaic, in large part because I have done so elsewhere. 3 Early rabbinic Judaism not only thematizes and legislates regarding multiple language use, but its own discourse is deeply demonstrative of an "internal bilingualism" of the closely related dialects of rabbinic Hebrew and Aramaic. 4 I will deal here with only one of three types of Hebrew/Aramaic internal bilingualism within rabbinic literature, that being internal code-switching (the other two being "interpenetration" between Hebrew and Aramaic language and "internal translation" between the two). 5 Here I wish to emphasize that ‫ע‬  ‫י‬  ‫ר‬  ‫ו‬  ‫ב‬  ‫ל‬  ‫ש‬  ‫ו‬  ‫נ‬  ‫ו‬  ‫ת‬  ‫ו‬  ‫ר‬  ‫ב‬  ‫-‬  ‫ל‬  ‫ש‬  ‫ו‬  ‫נ‬  ‫י‬  ‫ו‬  ‫ת‬  ‫ב‬  ‫א‬  ‫ר‬  ‫ץ‬  ‫י‬  ‫ש‬  ‫ר‬  ‫א‬  ‫ל‬  ‫ב‬  ‫ע‬  ‫ת‬  ‫ה‬  ‫ע‬  ‫ת‬  ‫י‬  ‫ק‬  ‫ה‬   :   ‫מ‬  ‫מ‬  ‫צ‬  ‫א‬  ‫י‬  ‫ם‬  ‫ס‬  ‫פ‬  ‫ר‬  ‫ו‬  ‫ת‬  ‫י‬  ‫י‬  ‫ם‬  ‫ו‬  ‫א‬  ‫פ‬  ‫י‬  ‫ג‬  ‫ר‬  ‫פ‬  ‫י‬  ‫י‬  ‫ם‬  '  ' , Leshonenu 73 (5771/2011), 273-307 (English version: "Language Mix and Multilingualism in Ancient Palestine: Literary and Inscriptional Evidence", Jewish Studies 48 [2012] , 1*-40*); idem, "Before and After Babel: Linguistic Exceptionalism and Pluralism in Early Rabbinic Literature", Diné Israel 28 (2011) , 31*-68*. 4 Here I will not address the well-trod ground of the frequent appearance of Greek and Latin loan-words within Hebrew and Aramaic rabbinic texts, nor the way in which Greek and Latin terminology has influenced rabbinic parlance. For a recent overview, with a bibliography of past scholarship, see Daniel Sperber, "Rabbinic Knowledge of Greek", in aside from the interpenetration of Hebrew-Aramaic lexicon and grammar, rabbinic literature is noteworthy for the degree to which it "code-switches" between Hebrew and Aramaic in a variety of ways, that is, with each language assigned particular discursive tasks to be performed, this being more pronounced in amoraic than in tannaitic collections. 6 For example, sayings (pitgamim) are typically in Aramaic, while anecdotes (ma'asim) are in Hebrew, regardless of the language of their textual contexts. Especially in the Talmuds, Hebrew and Aramaic are assigned particular functions by the redactors of those documents. Hebrew is generally the language of teaching, whether that teaching is in the form of a barayta or a saying of an amoraic sage, even an 'amora of the later generations, while Aramaic is the language of debate, question and answer, and the editorial connecting and framing structures. Although both Talmudim contain more Hebrew than Aramaic words, their structuring frameworks favor Aramaic. It is as if the text is written in two colors, or two scripts, so as to distinguish its layered voices, those of the tannaitic and amoraic teachers from those of the anonymous redactors who interwove their teachings so as to create a cross-generational dialectic. 7
6 "Interlinear" translation, as in the case of targum, is also a type of "code-switching". However, for present purposes, I am using the term here, and below, to denote cases where the switching is not between expressions that are representations of one another. Code-switching is also evident in ancient Jewish/Aramaic magical texts, which are sometimes framed in Hebrew, while their spells are in Aramaic (thought to be incomprehensible to angels To give one specific example, in a recent article, 8 Isaiah Gafni convincingly demonstrates that letters from Jewish Patriarchs to communities outside of the Land of Israel (covering matters of appointments, collections, and calendar), are almost always quoted in Hebrew within talmudic texts, even though the narrative frames in which they appear are usually Aramaic. 9 In other words, the talmudic texts "code-switch" from Aramaic to Hebrew when citing such patriarchal letters. Gafni raises the question of whether this reflects the actual language of such letters or the literary-rhetorical work of the transmitters of these traditions. In the end, he leaves tantalizingly open and unanswered the historical question of whether such letters were, in fact, composed in Hebrew, and therefore read in Hebrew by or for their recipients, or only literarily presented as such. I too will bracket for now this historical question, but shall return to it later. For my present purpose, suffice it to say that this is an excellent example of the sort of "code-switching", at least as a literary device, which is so widespread in early rabbinic literature.
Documentary and Inscriptional Multilingualism
We have no way of knowing whether or to what extent rabbinic rules and conventions of language selection were followed by anyone other than some rabbis. However, inscriptional and documentary evidence do provide us with I choose this way of asking the question because of two well-known methodological difficulties, each stemming from one of the two sorts of evidence that I wish to allow to reflect upon one another. 1. We cannot presume that rabbinic literature, given its highly inflected rhetorical and multivocal nature, is representational in any simple way of how non-Rabbis conducted their lives or communal institutions. In particular, in our case, we cannot presume that rabbis (even if they could have agreed among themselves) governed how nonrabbis employed the three main languages (restricting myself here to the Land of Israel) available to them: Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek. 2. Neither are inscriptions (or ancient documents) simple representations of how their creators, readers, or viewers employed the same three languages in a wide variety of functions. They too serve particular rhetorical purposes, are the creations of a limited subset of the larger Jewish population, and by-and-large follow stylistic conventions of their particular genre. In short, they are expressions of, what has been called, the "epigraphic habits" of particular times, places, and social groups, making extrapolation and generalization with regard to language use for Jewish society as a whole a very risky business, even as distinctions between patterns of use in the Land of Israel and the Diaspora, between urban and rural locations, or between Jewish and non-Jewish GrecoRoman epigraphic habits can be instructive. 13 Would that it were so simple as tallying the numbers of Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek Jewish inscriptions (assuming we could tell in each case which is Jewish and which not, which is Hebrew and which Aramaic) for Palestine as a whole and thereby being able to answer the question of "How much Greek" (or Hebrew or Aramaic) "in Jewish Palestine." 14 Even as the evidence from Roman Palestine of the amoraic period clearly points to an overall ascendancy of Aramaic over Hebrew in daily use, the preponderance of one over the other (as well as of Greek) is likely to have varied depending on geographical location, functional domain, and social class, as well as time.
Moving away from an attempt to judge any one language the winner of such a popularity contest, what is most noteworthy is the very ubiquitousness of multiple language usage in a wide range of locations and across several centuries. While not every synagogue site has preserved inscriptions in all three languages, many, if not most, have two of the three, with obvious differences in concentration depending on region (coastal or inland) and type of settlement (city or village). 15 As Fergus Millar has emphasized, "The first important feature, which is evident on even the most cursory inspection, is the tendency of the synagogue mosaics to incorporate inscribed texts in two or three different languages." 16 I shall restrict my remaining discussion of multilingual language use to the synagogue at Rehov in the Bet Shean valley, Much discussion has rightly been focused on the lengthy "halakhic" mosaic inscription found in the narthex of the synagogue at Rehov, 7 km south of Bet Shean (Scythopolis), dating to the 6 th -7 th century. 17 It should be emphasized that this is the longest Jewish inscription from late antiquity. The inscription deals with practical matters of whether certain types of produce, from villages of mixed Jewish-gentile populations, are subject to the laws of tithing and sabbatical years (Shemitah). In other words, which fruits and vegetables from which locations could or could not be consumed without requiring tithing and compliance with the laws of Shemitah. Much of the inscription is remarkably similar to passages from tannaitic and Palestinian amoraic rabbinic literature, 18 making it the earliest surviving attestation of rabbinic literature, albeit without the normal debate between named rabbinical sages, as found in its talmudic parallels. 19 However, two sections of the mosaic inscription, dealing with the parameters of Bet Shean (lines 5-9) and towns within the region of While the overall language of the inscription is Hebrew, many of the names of produce are in Aramaic and aramaicized Greek. Given the applicable nature of its contents, especially the fact that the inscription's verbal map focuses on Bet Shean and villages in the vicinity of Rehov, as well as the area around Sebaste, most scholars who have commented upon this inscription presume that it was of practical consequence to those who gathered in this synagogue and who observed the laws of tithing and Shemitah. As Yaakov Sussmann characterizes the mosaic inscription, it is formulated in a "straightforward and unambiguous" way, as "befits a text intended for the instruction of practical law … [T]he pavement was utilized to bring to the notice of the community important matters concerning adherence to daily precepts, especially those of such importance to the Beth-Shean region." 20 This is not to say that everyone who entered the synagogue, and therefore had to traverse this inscription, could necessarily read or understand (the two not being the same) its contents. But certainly there were those who could, and who would have rendered the contents of the inscription for those who could not. Which is simply to say that this mosaic inscription cannot be dismissed as mere symbolism or ornamentation. At the very least, the inscription establishes the deep and lasting connection between the village and the region of Rehov ; "the territory of the Land of Israel, the place which was se [cured] by those who came up from Babylonia" (line 13), thereby expressing and reinforcing a sense of what Sussmann terms, "regional 'patriotism'", 21 coupled perhaps to what I would call "linguistic patriotism". Those who frequented this synagogue were repeatedly reminded of their strong connection to the Land of Israel in geographic, halakhic, and linguistic terms. 22 However, even more significant for our purposes are two inscriptions that have not yet been published. Sharing the narthex with the Hebrew halakhic inscription was an as yet unpublished mosaic dedicatory inscription of four 20 Sussmann, "The Inscription in the Synagogue at Rehob", 150-51. 21 Ibid., 151. See also Safrai, "The Rehov Inscription", 57; Ben David, "The Rehov Inscription", 234. 22 For the practical purpose of the information conveyed in the halakhic inscription, see in particular the articles by Sussmann, Safrai, and Demsky (above, n. 17) and especially Demsky, "The Permitted Village of Sebaste", for the usefulness of the inscription to travelers from the north to Jerusalem who would need to traverse Samaria. Demsky ("Holy City and Holy Land") also emphasizes the symbolic meaning of the inscription for those who viewed it, in defining and securing their relationship to the halakhic geography of the Land of Israel. To the extent that Hebrew was the dominant language in a "literary" inscription and Aramaic was the dominant language in a dedicatory inscription, this scene would have been consistent with the bilingual division of labor, yet interpenetration, of these two languages (and Greek) in other synagogues as well, an epigraphic habit that I have detailed elsewhere. 24 But that is not all. In an earlier phase of the synagogue, about a century earlier (fifth century), one would have seen within the Rehov synagogue eight columns each with a different inscription written with ink on plaster, of which only fragments survive. Seven of those inscriptions were in Aramaic, including at least two dedications, a list of fast days, a list of priestly courses (
), a list of dates in the life of the congregation, denoted according to Sabbatical years, and a liturgical or magical text. 25 The only column with a Hebrew inscription had one that was virtually identical to the halakhic inscription that was cast as a mosaic about a century later in the narthex. However the fresco inscription lacked the final three lines listing towns within the region of Sebaste (which have no parallel in rabbinic literature). Without those lines, the inscription begins and ends with the word ‫ש‬ ‫ל‬ ‫ו‬ ‫ם‬ . Following the closing ‫ש‬ ‫ל‬ ‫ו‬ ‫ם‬ , in place, as it were, of the lines listing towns within the region of Sebaste (in the mosaic inscription), the Hebrew fresco inscription concludes with an Aramaic blessing of the community, "Peace upon all the people of the town …" This led Fanny Vitto, the archaeologist of the site, to conjecture:
23 For allusion to this unpublished inscription, see Naveh, "The Aramaic and Hebrew Inscriptions from Ancient Synagogues", 308; Vitto, "Rehov" (1993), 1273. My more specific knowledge is from a forthcoming article by Haggai Misgav, "The List of Fast Days Found in the Synagogue of Rehov", Israel Museum Studies in Archaeology (forthcoming), which he was kind enough to share with me. 24 See my article, "Language Mix and Multilingualism in Ancient Palestine: Literary and Inscriptional Evidence". The following cities and larger villages have ancient synagogue inscriptions in both Greek and Aramaic/Hebrew: Caesaria, Ashqelon, Gaza, Tiberias, Hammat Tiberias, Sepphoris, Bet Alpha, and Bet Shean. Smaller villages, regardless of location (but non-coastal), tend to have Aramaic/Hebrew only (no Greek), Kefar Habra, Kefar Kanah, Qorazim, Churbat Kanaf, Kefar Birim, Churbat Ammudim, Alma, Abellin, Er-Rama, Kefar Barʿam, Yesod Hamaʿalah, Chammat Gader, Naveh, Kokhav ha-Yarden, Bet Gubrin, Hebron, Estemoa, Churbat Susiya, Jericho, ʿEn Gedi. These lists are from Hezser, Jewish Literacy, 400. 25 From Misgav, "The List of Fast Days." Misgav is preparing the plaster fragments for publication under the auspices of the Israel Antiquities Authority.
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Vitto's suggestion (seconded by Saul Lieberman 27 ) is tantalizing, especially in light of Gafni's recent study of rabbinic texts in which Hebrew patriarchal letters are set off by language from their Aramaic narrative frames (see above). However,
‫ש‬ ‫ל‬ ‫ו‬ ‫ם‬
at the beginning and end of the Hebrew fresco inscription is not sufficient to characterize it as a letter. Its opening and closing with ‫ש‬ ‫ל‬ ‫ו‬ ‫ם‬ , together with its prominent position (both as fresco and as mosaic) within the synagogue space, does at the very least suggest, whatever its origin, that it was intended as a public notice of interest and importance to those who attended the synagogue, both practically and symbolically. As Catherine Hezser notes:
The inscription must be seen in connection with inscriptions in pagan temples, where treaties and laws were publicly exhibited, the engraving of Roman edicts -which already existed in document form -on stone, and also, perhaps, with the Christian practice, observable from the fourth century CE onwards, of inscribing tituli on the walls of churches. The inscription on stone of texts which already existed in written form, at places where they were generally visible, will have served the purpose of a greater publicity and an expression of power [emphasis added]. 28 Although we find no evidence in rabbinic literature for the practice of inscribing rabbinic edicts, laws, or Patriarchal missives on floors or walls of synagogues (as we do for pictures 29 ), it is noteworthy that once in the Palestinian Talmud (y. Kilayim 1:1, 27a), we find the view that a list of kinds of produce (for purposes of observing the law of "diverse-kinds"): For present purposes it is sufficient to note that code-switching from a Hebrew "literary" inscription to an Aramaic blessing formula is very reminiscent of the second-longest synagogue inscription from ancient Palestine, that being from 'En Gedi (also found in a mosaic in the narthex, also in a synagogue with only Aramaic and Hebrew inscriptions, but from an entirely different region). The first eight lines of that inscription comprise lists of names of thirteen "universal" (pre-Abrahamic) scriptural ancestors (from 1 While these two synagogues are noteworthy for the absence of any Greek inscriptions therein (as is more typical of larger and coastal towns), their use of Hebrew for "literary" and "liturgical" inscriptions is typical, including, as previously mentioned, scriptural verses or labels to scriptural scenes, and priestly courses, but also, though less frequently, for communal blessings and dedications. 32 translation of an Aramaic original. See Baer Ratner, Ahawath Zion We-Jerusholaim, vol. 4 (Vilna, 1907; rep. Jerusalem, 1967) "Jose the Levite the son of Levi made this lintel …" 33 I would suggest that when he wished to identify himself in a more personal way (first person) he employed Aramaic, but when he wished to be more formal (third person) he employed Hebrew.
‫א‬
Seen within this larger context, 34 the linguistic code-switching within the Rehov synagogue is unremarkable in quality (if not quantity) when compared to either Jewish or non-Jewish public spaces in Greco-Roman antiquity.
Conclusion
We have barely scratched the surfaces (so to speak) of multilingualism in early rabbinic literature of the Land of Israel and in the chronologically and geographically proximate material evidence of ancient Jewish inscriptions, with particular attention to the Rehov synagogue's Hebrew and Aramaic inscriptions. Notwithstanding significant local variations, we have seen certain patterns, epigraphic and literary "habits", if you will, that appear to have been widespread and persistent, mutatis mutandis, across chronology, geography, and social location. It is fair to say that the cultures reflected in both the rabbinic literary and non-rabbinic material evidence were deeply bi-or trilingual in several senses that we have examined in both sets of evidence, especially with respect to linguistic code-switching. That is not to say that all consumers of rabbinic literature or all who entered ancient synagogues in general, or any one in particular, were equally competent (whether in reading, writing, listening, or speaking) in Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek. But we can say that 
